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Remarks : 

Claims 1 -3, 5-24, 26-29, 3 1 -45, 47-53 , and 5 5-56 remain for consideration in this application. 
Claims 24, 31, 44, and 52 have been amended. Claims 30, 54, and 57 have been canceled. 

In that last office action, the Examiner rejected claims 52-53 and 56 as being anticipated by 
Chemcats Abstract AN 2002:2742256. It is noted that the Examiner did not raise this rejection 
against now-canceled claim 54, and the limitations of that claim have been added to independent 
claim 52. For this reason and due to the fact that this references does not teach or suggest the 
claimed core moiety having at least three of the claimed functional groups bonded to the moiety, this 
rejection should be overcome. 

The Examiner also rejected claims 1-3, 5-24, 30-43, and 48-51 as being obvious in view of 
the combined teachings of the Pavelchek et al. patent and those of U.S. Patent No. 3,776,729 to Levy 
et al. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection and ask that the Examiner reconsider this 
rejection in light of the following arguments. 

The Pavelchek et al. patent is concerned with a planarizing antireflective coating composition 
while the Levy et al. patent is concerned with a photosensitive dielectric composition. The 
Applicants respectfully submit that the Levy et al. patent is non-analogous art, and therefore should 
not be combined with the teachings of the Pavelchek et al. patent, nor should it be cited against the 
claims of this application. 

One inquiry to be made in rendering an obviousness determination, is to determine the scope 
and content of the prior art. A determination of the scope and content of the prior art involves 
distinguishing analogous art from non-analogous art. See, In re Clay, 966 F.2d 656, 658, 23 
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U.S.P.Q.2d 1 05 8 (Fed. Cir. 1 992). Only analogous art should be used when making the obviousness 
determination. To be considered analogous art, a reference must satisfy one of two criteria. Id. at 
659-59. First, a reference is considered analogous if it is within the same field of endeavor as the 
claimed invention. Id. Alternately, even if a reference is not within the inventor's field of endeavor, 
the reference may still be analogous if it is reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which 
the inventor is involved. Id. 

The Applicants 1 field of endeavor is antireflective coating compositions comprising low 
molecular weight components that allow for customization of the coating while still providing 
superior light absorbance. Levy et al., on the other hand, are concerned with forming compositions 
that are photosensitive and can be patterned upon exposure to light. The field of light absorbing 
compositions is a field of endeavor that is quite different from the field of light-sensitive 
compositions. Furthermore, the Levy et al. patent and its teachings are not pertinent to the particular 
problem with which the present invention is involved. The Levy et al. patent is concerned with 
problems encountered in prior light-sensitive compositions while the present invention is concerned 
with problems associated with the inability to customize prior art antireflective compositions. 
Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that this rejection was predicated upon non-analogous art and 
should be withdrawn. 

In the alternative, even if the Levy et al. patent was deemed analogous art, there is simply no 
teaching or suggestion to combine or modify the references to obtain the claimed invention. That 
is, !t [o]bviousness cannot be established by combining the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention, absent some teaching, suggestion or incentive supporting the combination." In 
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re Geiger, 815 F.2d 686, 2 U.S.P.Q.2d 1276,1278 (Fed. Cir. 1987). In paragraph (i) of page 6 of the 
office action, the Examiner describes the alleged motivation to make this claimed invention. 
However, the Applicants respectfully disagree with this assertion. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would not be motivated to make this change for many of the same reasons that the Levy et al. patent 
is non-analogous art. With a photosensitive composition such as the one in Levy et al., light 
absorbance is undesirable. That is, the light should pass through a photosensitive layer so that the 
entire layer will be exposed to light and chemically modified so that the portions exposed to light 
become either more soluble or less soluble (depending upon whether it's a positive- or negative- 
acting photoresist) in a developer. If the photosensitive layer was also a light-absorbing or 
antireflective layer, light exposure across the entire layer would not be achieved, and patterns would 
likely be blurred and result in defects in the final device. Thus, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not look to a polymer in a photosensitive composition, where light absorbance is undesirable, and 
modify that polymer by reacting it with a chromophore (i.e., light-absorbing compound) to form an 
antireflective composition. It is submitted that the obviousness rejections predicated upon the 
combined teachings of the Pavelchek et al. and Levy et al. patents should be withdrawn. 

Finally, the Examiner rejected claims 24, 26-29, 44-45, 47, and 52-57 as being anticipated 
by U.S. Patent No. 6,3 16,165 to Pavelchek et al. Of these rejected claims, claims 24, 44, 52, and 57 
are in independent format. Independent claim 57 has been canceled. Independent claim 52 has been 
amended to include the limitations of now-canceled dependent claim 54 as discussed above. The 
Pavelchek et al. patent teaches the formation of linear polymers, not of compounds having a core 
portion with at least three functional groups bonded to that core portion. This is not taught or 
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suggested by Pavelchek et al. It is submitted that the rejection to claims 52-53 and 55-57 should be 
withdrawn. 

Independent claim 24 has been amended to include the limitation of now-canceled claim 30, 
which was not rejected as being anticipated by the Pavelchek et al. patent. Claim 44 has been 
similarly amended. That is, each of these claims now recites that one of the low molecular weight 



components includes a compound comprising at least two epoxy moieties reacted with respective 
light attenuating compounds. These claims are not anticipated by the Pavelchek et al. patent. 
Furthermore, there is no teaching or suggestion in the Pavelchek et al. patent, when viewed alone 
or in combination with the art of record (e.g., Levy et al.) to modify the teachings of that reference 
to obtain the claimed invention for the same reasons presented above with respect to the obviousness 
rejection raised against claims 1-3, 5-24, 30-43, and 48-51 . Therefore, the rejections predicated upon 
claims 24 and 44 should also be withdrawn. 

It is believed that no further issues remain in this case. In view of the foregoing, a Notice of 
Allowance is respectfully requested. Any additional fee which is due in connection with this 
amendment should be applied against Deposit Account No. 19-0522. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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